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I. “DAMAGED GOODS,” “ GHOSTS,” AND 
MEDICAL ETIQUETTE 


AM bringing to your notice to-night two world-famous plays 
| ecsine in quite different ways with that great social scourge, 
venereal disease. | 

I will commence with “ Damaged Goods,” by Beis in which 
the dangerous and immoral teaching of the doctor is so specially 
noticeable, 

In Act I George, who is engaged to be married to a young girl 
with a fairly large dowry, is anxious to marry at once, as he has 
already put into his business part of the “‘ dot” he is to receive with 
his wife, but, like many men, he has led an immoral life, and as he 
has reason to fear that he has contracted venereal disease, he visits 
his doctor. 

When the doctor tells him that he Aas contracted the disease, 
he is in despair, and threatens to destroy himself. Whereon the 
doctor comfortingly assures him that: “anyone can hve with this 
disease as companion, it is quite ordinary”? (unfortunately of men 
this is only too true), and “that it can be cured’! ‘Vhe doctor goes 
on to assure him “ that he can have healthy children,” and promises 
him that he can safely marry if he will wait for a few years’ cure! 

Now this is a false assurance, as practically all the doctors who 
gave evidence before the Royal Commission on Venereal Disease 
had to admit that no cure had ever been proved, and although in 
the next breath some of the doctors pretended that it was curable, 
most of those only guaranteed “ reasonable safety” after the supposed 
cure. 

As George wishes to marry at once, the doctor tells him that 
there is a chance that the wife may zot be infected if he does so, 
but that it is possible she will! ‘The doctor then owns that cure is 
NOT certain (just like the doctors before the Royal Commission) ; 
yet later on, in Act III, we shall see that he puts pressure on the 
father of the young wife (against that father’s better feelings) to urge 
his wronged daughter to return to cohabit with her diseased husband, 
and dares to guarantee that the zext child shall be healthy! 

George tells the doctor that if he had to tell his future father-in- 
law the rea/ reason why he had to postpone his marriage, he was 
sure that he would refuse his consent to the marriage altogether. 
(The father-in-law throughout is shown as having good and right 
feeling on the subject.) 


This precious doctor then advises George zof to tell the father- 
in-law at all! George (quite rightly) feels his position dishonourable 
in deceiving his fiancée, whereon the doctor comforts him by saying, 
“© There is nothing dishonourable in being ill!” (sic). One would think 
the doctor was talking of toothache, measles, or indigestion, instead 
of the most deadly racial scourge! 


George still shows himself unwilling to wait for the supposed- 
cure treatment, and to put off his marriage for the prescribed time, 
and so the doctor tries to frighten him by reading to him a very 
obvious case of venereal disease, where the face of a young wife 

‘or what remained of it, became like that of a beast, with a flat 
surface, seamed, and covered with scars.” (I don’t know to what 
kind of animal this doctor alludes; I confess I have never seen the 
shocking ravages which venereal disease makes on some faces on any 
beast. Would that the fatal ravages of these loathsome diseases did 
entirely appear on the face! Innocent women would at least know 
whom to shun. Unfortunately its ravages work in a far more 
insidious way, and thus enable the medical profession to practise the 
wholesale deceptions they do on innocent wives, never hinting at the 
cause of their untold marital sufferings, their tumours, cancers of 
breast. and womb, vein and nerve diseases, puerperal fever, 
insanity, &c., &c.) 

And the doctor continues to read to George: “And pray, 
from whom did this wife catch syphilis? She caught it from a man 
who was not afraid to enter matrimony with an eruption” (and 
listen to this!), “and from a man who had further thought fit nor 
TO HAVE HIS WIFE TREATED for fear of arousing suspicion.” 
(Deliberate deception of women!) 


George, wanting the money, decides not to tell his future father- 
in-law anything, as he would have to do did he wait the prescribed 
two years for the supposed cure, and so he marries at once, as arranged, 
and when the disease makes its appearance in the first child, and 
there is a. grave danger of the child infecting its wet nurse, a specialist 
in syphilis is called in, and this doctor, with true freemasonry, promises 
George that he will do everything to prevent the wife knowing WHAT 
the disease really ts, and who has caused it! and with what is 
supposed to pass for noble sentiment says: “If I tell lies, zt will be 
for her sake, not for yours!” (What arrant cant and hypocrisy!) 
Evidently on these matters the moral outlook of doctors is identical 
on both sides of the Channel! One might be rence the evidence ~ 
before the Royal Commission! | 


The doctor proceeds to pretend that he can restore the syphilitic 
baby to good health. (Of course that is an impossibility.) 
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Now, when, quite by accident, the young wife learns the truth, 
she very naturally and most rightly shuns her husband with horror, 
and goes home with her baby to her father. (She is fortunately 
placed, having a large dowry; had she and her parents been poor, 
she would not have been able to leave’ her husband at. all, and so 
would have had to resume cohabitation.) The young wife’s father 
behaves also most naturally, and looks upon his son-in-law as a 
scoundrel, and goes off to the doctor to obtain a certificate attesting 
the nature of the disease, in order to obtain a divorce for his daughter. 
Whereon the doctor informs him that he is quite unable to furnish 
such a certificate, “as the rule of professional secrecy 1s absolute,” 
but that even if he could do so, he would refuse, iz the wife’s own 
interests, of course. (How reminiscent of our Royal Commission!) 
And the reason that he would not grant a certificate? Because 
if the public knew she was infected, she will not be likely to get a second 
husband! What a degrading standpoint! 

The father then says that his daughter will never marry again, 
and generally speaks as a decent kind of man would, pointing out 
that his daughter has suffered a moral wrong, “that her mind and 
imagination have also been besmirched,”’ &c. 

The doctor only urges forgiveness, which the father indignantly 
refuses, when the doctor points out to him that “heshould have made 
sure that his future son-in-law was free from venereal disease before 
he gave him his daughter.” (Very true and right.) The father still 
refuses to forgive, whereon the doctor (knowing well his own sex) 
attacks him in the most efficacious manner possible, pointing out 
that the father has doubtless himself been just as immoral as his 
son-in-law (which is true) and that only luck has prevented him 
catching the identical disease! The father attacked in this way, 
and being in a glass house, feeling he is in no position to throw stones, 
begins to listen to the doctor’s extraordinary and, to my mind, im- 
moral ideas on the reasons why the father should urge his wronged 
daughter to return to her diseased husband. 

Says the doctor: “‘ Tell her that her-husband is the only person 
interested in helping her, at any price, to save the child. ‘Tell her 
that venereal disease is not a shameful disease! It 1s one of our 
infictions! (sic). ‘Yell her that there is truth in the saying that rakes 
make the best husbands! ” (Fortunately nowadays everybody knows . 
the racial havoc a rake leaves in his train.) Says the doctor: “If 
your daughter consents to forgive and forget, her husband will not 
only respect her, but will be eternally grateful! ” 

(No doubt he would!) Good heavens! as if the respect of such a 
creature was worth having! And if it were who could respect a woman 
who, knowingly and open-eyed, not only offered her own body to be 
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re-infected, but risked bringing a second cankered child into the world? ' 


No crime could be greater that that! 

As an exposure of the horrible results of male dobdlehery with its 
natural and inevitable consequence, venereal disease, this play 
“ Damaged Goods” is excellent in every way, but the teaching of 
the doctor, from a woman’s point of view, I consider most dangerous 
and most immoral! 


The wholesale deception of women by the medical profession in these 


marital tragedies is preached by the doctor all through the play. 
It only shows what opinions doctors must hold of women, that they 
can even imagine that it can be for their good under any circum- 
stances whatever that a woman should resume cohabitation with 


a man, who has once deliberately and callously infected her with . 


a loathsome, known-to-be-incurable disease, and to submit her body 
for experimenting by doctors, whether their precious drugs and 


injections have, or have not succeeded in cleansing her polluted — 


mate of the poison he has deliberately contracted in the brothel or 
elsewhere. So much for “ Damaged Goods”’! 

I will now deal with “ Ghosts,” by Ibsen. This great play, again 
dealing with the inevitable consequences of men leading debauched 
lives, Shows how altogether wrong the social system is which, by its 
deliberately ignoring ugly facts and shielding from exposure and 
censure those who are committing crimes against the race, makes it 


possible for such terrible tragedies to be of daily occurrence in the - 


lives of perfectly innocent, good women! 

This sympathetic insight into women’s great wrongs is the more 
striking, as it is most unusual for the womman’s point of view to be put 
forward at all in the true light by a male writer. 


In this play “ Ghosts’? we have a widow, Mrs. Alving, who has | 


married her husband, Captain Alving, when quite young. 

Soon after her marriage she became aware of the very fast life 
her husband was leading, and, feeling her position becoming in- 
tolerable, she leaves her husband and goes to her old friend Pastor 
Manders (whom she has known from girlhood), telling him how 
terribly unhappy her married life has been. ‘To which he replies : 


“It is only the spirit of rebellion that craves for happiness in this life, © 


you must do your duty, and your duty is to hold firmly to the man you 


have chosen, and to whom you are bound by holy tie!” "The young wife © 
' reminds the pastor of the dzmd of life her husband is leading. Pastor - 


Manders replies that he has heard rumours of her husband’s conduct, 
and of course does not approve of the life he is leading, “ but a wife 
is not to be her husband’s judge; it is your duty to bear with humility 
the cross which a higher power has, FOR YOUR OWN GooD, laid upon 
you.” How familiar that expression “ for your own good” sounds! 


6 


The doctor in “ Damaged Goods” (you will remember) promises 
the husband that he will deceive the young wife, and carefully hide 
the vital truth from her, that her husband married her while 
knowingly suffering from venereal disease, and that her child is 
suffering from the loathsome scourge. Says he: “If I tell lies, 
it will be for her sake!” 

Pastor Manders succeeds in persuading Mrs. Alving (against all 
her better and higher feelings) to return to her husband, and after 
that return a child is born, (Oswald, in the play). He is born so 
cankered that, when he is a man, his doctor in Paris informs him: 
“You have been worm-eaten from your birth, you will never be 
able to work again, your mind is broken, and you will become child- 
like and imbecile.” “he gradual decay of the young man’s faculties 
is admirably brought out in the play. 

One of the most interesting things to notice is that in both these 
plays, “ Ghosts’? and “ Damaged Goods,” both authors show that 
a young wife’s natural, instinctive feeling is to turn with horror 
from men who are leading, or have led profligate lives. In 
““ Damaged Goods.” it is a doctor who urges the father to induce 
his wronged daughter to resume cohabitation with her husband, 
and dares to promise that the second child shall be healthy, and in 
“Ghosts” it is a clergyman (and what makes it more disgraceful 
one who well knows the character of her husband) who preaches 
to her of her “duty,” and that “she must bear the cross,’ &c., 
and is the direct cause of her return to a venereally diseased husband, 
the result being the birth of the cankered boy, Oswald, who loses. 
his reason. when quite a young man. 

As a woman | consider the moral teaching of Ibsen’s play on an 
immeasurably higher plane than that of Brieux. 

Although both pastor and doctor urge the young wives to return 
to their profligate husbands, throughout “Ghosts” Ibsen shows 
the ugly and terrible results which accrue from following such 
advice against one’s better judgment and instinctive feelings. 

He makes Mrs. Alving say to Pastor Manders (a man she has 
looked up to from a child): “ When you forced me under the yoke 
you called duty and obligation, when you praised as right and proper 
what my whole soul rebelled against as something loathsome, it was 
then that I began to look into the seams of your doctrine.” (From 
that time she loses all faith in him.) 

With Brieux, on the other hand, one feels that the play has been 
written for propaganda purposes, to hide the truth as to the incur- 
ability of the ravages of the venereal scourge, to propagate the idea 
that there is nothing degrading or disgraceful in suffering from the 
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disease, even if contracted through one’s own deliberate action; on the 
contrary, that it must be looked upon as quite an ordinary thing! 
It is only wrong Nov to go to a qualified man to be cured! Naturally 
there can’ be no. disgrace for those who have contracted the disease 
innocently! Only the greatest pity could possibly be meted out to 
them! | | 

The whole play of “Damaged Goods ” dwells not on prevention, 
not on clean-living and: self-control, but upon being treated after 
infection! Even were a cure possible, (and practically all the medical 
witnesses before the Royal Commission proved to the contrary) 
surely it is advisable that no woman should knowingly bring a child 
into the world which by any chance can be cankered. 


To cohabit with a man who is, or who has been infected with 
venereal disease, should be considered a degradation, and the birth 
of a child under such conditions should be considered nothing short 
of a crime! 

The characters of Pastor Manders and the doctor are excellent 
“* reminders ” to women how these two professions, the Church and 
medicine, have worked systematically to subject, degrade, and betray 
womanhood! How many clergy have refused to officiate at the 
ceremony of “ union by holy tie’ of an innocent young bride to a 
well-known debauched roué ? What has the Church taught women 
as to their position in regard to their husbands? Subjection! sub- 
mission! humility! What have the medical profession ever done 
to protect the health of the innocent girl-wife from contamination 
by her diseased husband? Have they not callously allowed her 
innocently, to be re-infected again and again, while watching the onward 
march of its ravages? (Incidentally making large incomes in the 
process. ) | 


These two characters alone should give women much food for 
thought: but in these two plays, strangely enough, ome side of the 
horror of venereal disease is entirely ignored; I mean, only the effect 
on the child is dwelt upon. One might imagine that the z7fe in such 
cases gets off scot free! Of course, that is not the case! Marvellous 
as is the power of the female organism to throw off all impurities 
(demonstrated so vividly in Mendel’s “ Heredity”), nevertheless, 
how many thousands of women yearly, after suffering agonies,- go 
to an early grave (the true cause never given in the death certificate) 
victims to the incurable scourge brought upon- them and their 
offspring by the uncurbed profligacy of the human male? The 
play bringing home this side of the tragedy has yet to be written. 
Perhaps only a woman, with the Ibsen genius for writing, could 
adequately picture this MARRI-age-long cruelty to womanhood! 
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, Now I think we have seen from these two plays the terrible 
ravages of these venereal diseases, and it is for that reason that I 
think it very necessary to dwell to-night at some length, on the 
medical etiquette in regard to these scourges, gonorrhoea and 
syphilis! 

You have seen in “* Damaged Goods” that the doctor refuses to 
give the young wife’s father a certificate, stating the mature of the 
disease which the wife has passed on to her baby, saying: ‘‘ The 
rule of professional secrecy is absolute,” and you have also seen that he 
assures the husband (George) that he well do everything to prevent 
the wife knowing what the disease really 1s, and who has caused it! 
So you see, the rule of the medical profession 1s to shield the man, 
and to decezve the woman! You will naturally say: Then the only 
remedy in that case is to have women doctors, who will reverse this 
order of things! Yes! but I am ashamed to have to say it, that, with 
some honourable exceptions, women doctors have not shown them- 
selves willing to spread the TRUTH to eradicate these diseases. 


I studied very thoroughly two thick Government blue books on 
the “ Final Report of the Royal Commission on Venereal Diseases,” 
and to my horror found that a prominent woman doctor advocated 
the absolute deception of the mother, saying that: “Ifa child of a 
woman is born dead, the doctor or midwife could tell the woman 
that such child died owing to forceps delivery or too long delay in 
_ birth, so that they need not shock the woman with the idea that her child 
was syphilitic! > Anything except the truth! 

But as, of course, she knew that something must be done to stem 
the ravages of the disease, what do you think was her remedy ? 
To attend to the husband, and see that Ae was'treated in some way ? 
Oh dear no! Her suggestion to the Royal’Commission was the 
compulsory notification of pregnancy, in order that the mother should 
be medically examined and treated, (ante-natal clinics in fact)—the 
innocent mother to be the degraded one and the one to suffer, and 
the guilty husband to be shielded and) get off scot-free!) Pregnancy 
to be treated, not as a natural condition, but as a NOTIFIABLE 
DISEASE, like smallpox or scarlet fever, and the author of the 
contagion, the husband, to be shielded! 


Well! I was repelled exceedingly to read this evidence of a woman 
doctor! Considering not merely the degradation to motherhood of 
compulsory notification of pregnancy, but of the revolting idea 
behind it, of subjecting the unsuspecting, expectant mother, in ninety- 
nine cases out of a hundred a perfectly innocent victim of 
gonorrheea or syphilis acquired from her husband, to secret treatment 
(testing her blood, subjecting her to injections of salvarsan and 


a, 


_ mercury treatment, in order to attempt to rid her of a loathsome 
infection, to which the male medical faculty have callously and 
brutally, up to the present time, freely allowed her to expose herself 
without the slightest warning, deceiving her purposely by giving 
her every reason but the right one for her suffering)—I say, considering 
this, one stands amazed that the plea for compulsory notification of 
pregnancy should come from a woman! 


I must here give full justice to a brave woman doctor, who also 
gave evidence before the Royal Commission, who protested that it 
was a terrible thing for her to attend an expectant mother for venereal 
disease, whose husband perhaps had just left on a voyage. She would 
do her best to eliminate the worst aspects of the disease, and had just 
pulled the mother round to some extent, when, the husband returning 
home, the same thing happened all over again, the mother became 
re-infected, another baby was expected, and more treatment without 
any real result, and she deprecated being unable to tell the woman 
the cause of all the havoc, which would at any rate warn her. 


Again, in my locality! I was invited to attend a meeting at the 
Town Hall, the object of which was to decide on the best means 
the municipality should take for combating venereal disease. On the 
platform were doctors (male and female), clergy, &c., &c. 


After listenirig to the many speeches, when questions were allowed,. 
I asked: ‘‘ whether it was the intention of the Committee to see: 
that the innocently infected mother was told the truth as to the cause 
of her illness, and the danger of cohabiting with a venereally diseased 
husband, and thus bringing blind, epileptic, imbecile, and generally 
cankered children into the world.” ‘The chairman (or chairwoman 
she happened to be that day) put up a woman doctor to answer my 
question, and she replied : “‘ No, madam! because of the happiness 
of the family!’ I was stupefied by such a reply, as we were there to 
fight venereal disease! and so | merely said: “ Happiness! whose 
happiness?” and sat down. 

The chairman, seeing my intense surprise that a woman doctor 
should decide to deceive women, said: “I think you mean that the 
husband is being shielded.”” I merely replied: “’That is my point.” 


Of course, this attitude of wholesale deception and degradation 
of the mother having been decided upon, I need scarcely say I would 
have nothing further whatever to do with the scheme, although I 
was communicated with again about it, (and I gave them my full 
reasons in writing for my refusal, which they already well knew). 

Of course, I quite know how very difficult the position of a 
woman doctor is. If they take, to my mind, the only honourable and: 
upright way, and work to help their own sex, and counteract the: 
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unforgiveable deceptions hitherto practised on women by the male 
doctors, then they must make up their minds to take the very hard, 
self-sacrificing road, as no woman doctor who decides to put the 
dignity of womanhood and the human rights of her sex frst, will 
ever stand much chance of obtaining any public post of influence, as 
at present, few women have it in their power to make appointments 
in hospitals, prisons, asylums, &c. 

Only those women who have a private income, (and many have) 
quite independent of their medical practice, can afford to be really 
true to their own sex, and so it is up to Us, the zon-medical women, 
to spread the light at every opportunity concerning these repulsive 
diseases and their ravages, as when all women are enlightened, it will 
not be necessary for the doctor, female or male, to perform this very 
delicate and always unwelcome duty, and it 1s a duty! 


Many women doctors are most anxious that the ¢rue reason for 
still-births, the one-child wife, sterility, abortion, &c., should be 
imparted to all women, but without heroic sacrifice of their pro- 
fessional incomes, to give such knowledge themselves is practically 
impossible, and that 1s the reason why I am so anxious to put before’ 
you to-night these two plays, showing so graphically how by religion 
and the wholesale deception by the medical profession, good, splendid 
women have been worked upon to their ruin, morally and physically, 
quite against their own better judgment and instincts. Women can 
and must alter all that! 


And always remember, (and I am speaking specially to those who 
are lovers of animals) that animals are being tortured hourly and daily 
by the vivisectors, merely in order to endeavour to find some cure 
for VENEREAL DISEASE (due solely to human debauchery), which 
disease is the root of practically all the grave ills pi which 
humans suffer! 


And just as we allow animals to be tortured for our sins, so we are 
now allowing human mothers and children to be experimented upon 
daily in the ante-natal clinics and hospitals. 


This is no exaggeration or imaginary evil! I will give you a few 
instances. Professor Virschow (of Vienna) in debate among his 
fellow doctors said ‘“‘that after experiments have been tried on 
_animals, it was quite natural to try them on human beings,” and when 
some in the meeting dissented, he said: ‘“‘ Yes, gentlemen, it is the 
only way, and it is done continually.” And that is perfectly true, 
and in England this vivisection of animals and experiments on 
human beings is rampant. 

_ Again, Professor Finger inoculated with phils three healthy 
young women a few days after childbirth, and all these women took 


II 


the disease, when they were transferred from the maternity ward 
to the venereal department to be treated and the experiments 
watched! 

Again, Professor Neisser (of Breslau) made the same injections 
with syphilis on children who were patients at the University Hospital, 
neither the parents nor the little patients being in any way aware of 
the outrage! . 

He also injected eight girls (by two different methods) with 
syphilis! A girl of the first group came to the hospital three years 
later suffering from syphilis of the brain, and all three girls of the 
second group developed syphilis, some a year after inoculation! 

This syphilis was and zs introduced into the patients’ bodies 
without their knowledge and consent, yet this professor was invited 
to deliver the Cavendish Lecture at the West London Medico- 
Clinical Society on “’The Medical Treatment of Syphilis,” at 
Kensington Town Hall, in 1911, and was presented with the gold 
medal of the Society for “‘ distenguished work in medical science’! 

Since 1911 this serum and vaccine inoculation has been the 
fashionable craze in England, but what concerns us here particularly 
is, that mothers specially; and children are being daily experimented 
upon, still absolutely secretly—the mothers in order to try to rid them 
of the venereal contagion they have contracted from their husbands, 
and the children for like purpose, but in addition they are vaccinated 
with the so-called “ pure calf lymph,” which may be from a calf or 
cow, but from one which must have been previously inoculated 
with SYPHILIS, asin anenlightening pamphlet by an American doctor 
a table is given which shows distinctly that the real analogy of the 
diseased condition called cow-pox is with SYPHILIS, while the 
lesions of smallpox are in no way related, which exactly confirms what 
I have always suspected, that the clamour of doctors for vaccination 
could not be merely to prevent smallpox (which, after all, at its 
worst, only £7//s), but was a blind to cover the real goal, that universal 
contagion which is decimating mothers wholesale and the race. 

Remember ! all wives and expectant mothers, from the time they 
consult their doctors concerning their expected babies, are (for good 
or ill) notifying pregnancy, are being medically examined, and are 
being treated (if found to be infected) for venereal disease, secretly, 
it is true, but treated all the same! 

And remember! the male medical profession have decreed that 

“the rule of professional secrecy is absolute”; therefore no greater 
tragedy can befall womanhood than that women doctors should in 
any way be coerced and economically forced to join the huge medical 
vested interest, now almost a tyrrany, and have to help to continue 
the shameful system of wholesale deception of womanhood! 
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The only way to stop that tragedy ts, for all women who are not 
doctors, to spread the truth on this subject everywhere, however 
unpleasant the task may be to us, however misunderstood our motive 
In so doing may be, and however unwelcome the knowledge may be 
to those who always dislike to hear the truth on such vital matters. 

This crime against the unborn children must be stopped at all 
costs! Mothers and future mothers must be enlightened, and when 
that is accomplished, and not until then, mothers will be held equally 
morally responsible with their husbands, for bringing cankered 
children into the world. 


il. “IS MARRIAGE THE BEST JOB WOMEN 
CAN HAVE?” 


head-line:—“* Women To Keep Woman 1n Her Prace: 

Dow’r Oust THE Men,” and I immediately looked out for 
the woman who was at the head of this affair, when I discovered that 
the acting-head was a man, and a military man into the bargain, 
so it is evidently the Anti-Feminist League which was announced in 
the agony column of The Times a short time ago! 

My morning paper told me that “they intend to represent women” 
(how a man-acting-head can represent women we are not told) 
“who still look upon marriage and motherhood, as the best job women 
can have”! 

The league will also demand a Royal Commission to inquire as to 
what extent unemployment among men is aggravated by the in- 
creasing employment of women, in occupations previously reserved 
by custom for males! What do you think of the programme? How 
it reminds me of the old Anti-Suffrage League of Suffragette days! 

I remember that at one of those large anti-suffrage meetings at. 
that time, given at a West End mansion (and which was attended 
by many of the anti-suffrage lights, titled and otherwise), a well- 
known very able woman, who was a rabid “ anti,” made a pathetic 
appeal that they should no longer call themselves amfti-suffragists, 
as anti-anything was such a negative attitude, and meant nothing! and 
she suggested that they might, instead, call themselves ‘ WomeEN OF 
ENGLAND,” or something of that kind! However, her suggestion 
was not taken, and they lived and died anti-suffragists. But now 
this Anti-Feminist League has evidently thought it advisable to take 
that advice offered in suffragette days, and so they are to be called 
the “ League or WoMANHOOD,” which, considering that the acting- 
head is a military maz, is distinctly funny and rather misleading. 

Did those “‘ anti”’-suffragists (having all the Press and the money 
and influence of the freemasonry of men and unenlightened woman- 
hood behind them) succeed? No! And since that time we have. 
hundreds of “‘antis”’ exercising that vote with avidity, and only too glad 
to accept well-paid public jobs, one even now being ‘“ Under- 
Secretary for Education,” and yet they told us that such jobs were 
meant for men, and that our place and theirs was in the home! 

But what especially amuses me is the “ as you were ”’ position of the 


No. I Clause of this “‘ League of Womanhood” circular. These 


[ = week, on opening my morning paper, I saw a large 
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men (I beg pardon, these women) who desire to “ restrain feminism ”” 
as they avow, “represent women who still look upon marriage and 
motherhood as the best job a woman can have.” Now that must always 
remain a matter of opinion for each individual woman, and women 
will certainly not accept the opinion of the acting-ma/e-head of the 
League of Womanhood on that subject! 

» Economically dependent marriage certainly is, in my opinion, 
the most degrading occupation a woman could possibly undertake, 
even supposing the husband to be healthy and prosperous, and putting 
entirely out of the question such husbands as the two I dealt with in 
“Damaged Goods” and “‘ Ghosts ” in another address lately. 


And I am by no means alone in thinking thus about marriage. 
Most decent men, who have the good of the race at heart, énow that 
the ‘real reason why thoughtful women wanted the vote was that: 
‘* emancipation brings to woman the right of disposal of her own person,” 
“ that the free woman will marry or remain celibate as she wishes”’ 
(as a modern writer pithily puts it). 


Again, while we were still fighting for the vote, an article appeared 
in a Sunday newspaper, in which was quoted that veteran Dr. Alfred 
Russell Wallace, who said: “ To cleanse soctety of the unfit, we must 
give to woman the power of selection in marriage, and the means by 
which this most desirable and important thing can be attained, will 
be brought about dy giving her such training and education as shall 
render her economically independent.” How does this enlightened 
man compare with the modern writer, who says that: “ There must 
be a species of tutelage which forbids women the fullest exercise of their 
intellectual faculties, that their mental range must be limited, and their 
education must fit them more for the companionship of children than the 
companionship of men”? No tance of economic independence in 
that idea! 

The article in the Sunday newspaper goes on to say: “* Existing 
marriage is, at best, a pernicious survival of the patriarchal age’?! 

(Mark! he says “ survival,” knowing that marriage was an unknown 
institution in the matriarchal age, which preceded the patriarchal.) 

The writer says that: “The patriarchal age was the age of private 
property in excelsis,” and he continues: ‘‘ Not until woman ts fully 
emancipated economically, and motherhood 1s recognised as an occupation 
to be suitably recompensed, instead, as now, practically left to the caprice 
of the individual male employer (the husband) of this peculiar species of 
female labour, will it be possible to lay down any true basis of itl 

morality.” 

Now, remember, a man wrote this, not 1: and you will note 
that in these men’s views of marriage, they entirely ignore the supreme 


Aint of whether the husband is physically fit for panhee and free 
from disease! 


Ordinarily, anybody who kills a human being is dealt with by 
the authorities, and punished accordingly, but the man who recklessly 
is the cause of the wife bringing diseased and imbecile children into 
the world, not only goes scot-free, but is absolutely applauded uy 
Church and State for marrying! 


So our anti-feminist friends, the women especially, a think 
marriage “the best job women can have,” are perfectly entitled to 
their opinion, and as far as I am concerned, are perfectly welcome to 
reserve such evidently appreciated jobs for members of the “ League 
of Womanhood.” But, sad to relate, it seems that modern male 
writers will have none of these “ willing,” “ womanly ” women, 
who like “ the job” of marriage, as wives. 3 


Says one: “It zs precisely in ratio with a woman’s disinclination 
for marriage that she is valuable as a mother!” He says: “ The 
average woman, born for wifehood and motherhood’’ (imagine calling 
the anti-feminists “average ’’!) “‘ only produces avery average kind of 
child, but that the born female celibate, who marries under some sort 
of compulsion,” is the wife and mother for him! 


Evidently the anti-feminist male will be content with nothing 
short of a feminist as wife, just the woman who does not want HIM, 
and who is called by him such endearing names as “ vinegary 
spinster,” “‘ fanatic,” “abnormal,” “* psychic-hermaphrodite,” 
“unnatural product,” “Sir Nevil Macready’s monsters, in whom 
the sex instinct has been eradicated” (referring to women-police), 
and such-like pleasant names, likely to lead to such happy home-life 
after marriage! I remember an article which appeared in Fohn 
Bull so long ago as 1910, entitled “ The Repugnance to Marriage,” 
in which it was said: “ A change which is pregnant with signi- 
ficance is taking place at the present moment among modern women, 
and that is, as they compete with men in arts, law, medicine, and 
business, and are gradually leaving ‘feminine’ occupations, they are 
showing a constantly increasing indifference to marriage! The 
ambitious girl of to-day, who is striving to make her way in the - 
world, does not care two straws about marriage, in fact, she is fre- 
quently not only indifferent, but antagonistic to it!” 

Thus spake ‘fohn Bull, so you see, the “ League of Womanhood ”’ 
have their work cut out if they mean to try to persuade women that 
marriage 18 “‘ the best job women can have,” and as a preliminary 
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canter, they mean to see to it that no woman shall be allowed to enter 
any occupation which they consider the peculiar property of men! Iv ts 
FOR THAT WORK that we women will have the toughest fight! 


So much for the “job” of wife! As to the job of motherhood, 
that is quite another matter, and I think that my review of 
‘“‘ Damaged Goods” and “ Ghosts,” gave us some insight into the 
very usual plight to which wives are reduced, who enter that job 
for women, considered so eminently desirable by our anti-feminist 
friends. We have mothers dying in their thousands yearly, while 
performing a perfectly natural function! ‘The true cause never 
given in the death certificate. 


An article written by a Doctor J. C. Ashton (evidently a past 
master in the art of hiding the truth) appeared lately in Fohn Bull. 
He says in that article: “ No fewer than 13,465 mothers died at 
childbirth in England and Wales last year. The question urges 
itself upon us, who is responsible?” (1 need scarcely say that I 
wrote to this innocent creature and supplied him with the information 


he required!) 


He says: “The greater majority of these deaths are due to causes 
which can be prevented.”” (Quite so! Now listen to this!) Says he: 
‘Thousands of mothers die from septic poisoning. ‘The parties 
concerned in this domestic drama of life and death are the mother, 
the doctor, and the midwife!” (One would imagine from this non- 
sense that the mother had a vircin birth!) Where does the father 
come in, in this doctor’s domestic drama ? 


He goes on to ask innocently: “ Which of these three parties ” 
(the mother, doctor and nurse, according to him) “is responsible for 
introducing the germ which causes the fatal poisoning?” (He 
kindly says: “that it should of course be understood that there can 
be no question of deliberate intention on the part of any one of these 
three parties!.”’) 


I should say not! What effrontery! The only party to the tragedy 
who is deliberately responsible, is the fourth party, the FATHER, 
(so deliberately kept out of sight by this precious doctor), who has married 
while suffering from venereal disease, and infected his wife. Only 
this August, the Ministry of Health issued stringent regulations for 
the notification, owing to its virulent infectiousness, of puerperal 
fever, “‘a term bearing a connotation which may imply some slur on 
the patient.” 


Why, if not venereal einhi (and yet the anti-feminists mean to 
tell us that wifehood and motherhood is the best job for women!) 
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This doctor’s article in ohn Bull reminds me of one which — 
appeared in the Daily Telegraph in 1916, where a Dr. G. Pernet 
was trying to prove that syphilis was ot hereditary, but that the 
child really caught it from its mother! and more wonderful still! not 
during the nine months’ pregnancy, during which the foetus is 
nourished by the blood (good or bad) of the mother, but after birth, 
by kissing or suckling! 

Really! doctors will try to prove anything! so oe as. the father 
is not implicated! 


That any child, suckled by a syphilitic woman, will take the 
infection, I can fully believe, but that doctors should try to make the 
public believe for one moment that a perfectly healthy child can be 
born to a syphilitic woman, (the child nourished for nine months by 
her syphilitic blood) and be only infected after birth, by the syphilitic 
mother kissing or suckling the child, is too ridiculous for. serious 
consideration, and it only needs common-sense, and no medical 
knowledge whatever, to refute such a theory! 


But it is obvious that they are anxious to urge this theory, in the 
hope that they may reconcile women to the idea of allowing them- 
selves to be roped in, ¢o be treated in the ante-natal clinics (on mc SLY, 
mind you!) for venereal disease! 


Unquestionably syphilitic mothers wll produce syphilitic children, 
but the question for us women to ask is: “* What or who has caused 
syphilis in the mother? ” and it is just that answer which we shall 
never get from doctors! 


Now let us return to this doctor’s article in ‘fohn Bull, where he 
asks: ‘‘ Which of the three parties”’ (the mother, doctor, and nurse) “zs 
responsible for introducing the fatally poisonous germ?” What is his 
remedy to find out ? To look for the father? By no means! Says he: 
“ When maternity comes to be regarded as being in the nature of a 
SURGICAL OPERATION, demanding thorough preparation of the patient” 
(ante-natal clinics, inoculations and injections of salvarsan, &c.) 
“and scrupulous care on the part of the doctor, the nurse and the home, 
then only can we really feel that a comsctentious (sic) effort is being 
made to wipe out the blot upon our otherwise perfected (sic) public 
health services.” What hypocrisy! and not once throughout thearticle - 
is the author of the scandal, the FATHER, even mentioned! I shall 
believe in a “‘ conscientious effort ”” being made to save these thousands 
of mothers’ lives, when the author of such crime shall not only be | 
punished for killing his wife, but shall himself be so surgically treated 
as to make it an impossibility to kill a second woman, or to injure the | 
_ health of future children! | 
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I-need scarcely repeat what is done to those expectant mothers 
when in the home or hospital! 


While I am on this subject, some of my audiences, when I have 
given. the names of Viennese and German doctors, who had 
inoculated healthy young unmarried women, and married women 
immediately after childbirth, with syphilis, have asked whether such 
terrible inoculations were done in England? 


Of course they are! In 1916 experiments were carried out at a 
hospital in London, to discover what was the incidence of syphilis 
in the population, and especially in the newly born? It was afterwards 
decided, with the co-operation of the Local Government Board, to 
attempt to discover the percentage of children Jorn with the disease, 
and “ advantage was taken of the fact that from 80 to 100 women 
were confined every week under the care (sic) of this hospital!” 


An investigation of the blood was made at the time of birth, and 
the mothers were asked to bring their children periodically to be 
examined! The account says: “* Details of the working out of this 
scheme need not be gone into!”’ (One knows only too well what they | 
consist of!) 


Doctors Nathan, Lanier, Ramon, and Grasset, of Paris, have 
discovered yet another serum with which to inoculate women about 
to give lirth to children, and after experimenting for a long period, 
they claim that zf @ woman be inoculated with two doses of serum during 
six or eight days before childurth, the child will be free of TETANUS 
for the first two months of life! Is “tetanus” yet another verbal 
disguise for syphilis ? ! 


Ehrlich, at a meeting of scientists, students and doctors in Paris, 
said: “that one of the most important ways in which his salvarsan 
was used with effect, was zm combating the fatal action of syphilis on 
children BEFORE lirth.” 


What does that mean? ‘That the expectant mother is at their 
mercy, and is treated with deadly drugs like salvarsan (which some- 
times 4z//, but continually ruin the kidneys) in order to try to cure 
the foetus in the womb! What does the mother matter ? The death- 
roll of women in childbirth only shows too plainly how little she 
matters, and yet our anti-feminists say that marriage and motherhood 
is woman’s best job! It often proves a “‘ DEATH-BED MARRIAGE,” 


indeed! as Dr. Ashton calls his article in ‘Fohn Bull, 


And what of the danger of this inoculation of women on the sly? 
For it 1s on the sly. Few people protest against this barbarity, but 
the Hon. Albinia Broderick did so, to her honour, before the Royal 
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Commission on Venereal Diseases! She totally condemned the _ 
practice in the medical profession, of treating women without 
allowing them fo know the nature of the ad and such a thing is 
a scandal! | 


Sir Victor Horsley also said before the Royal ‘Commission: 
“that a medical practitioner ought to be able to warn anybody, 
who, to his knowledge, was likely to be infected with venereal disease! 
but under the law, as it stood then, the doctor who did so, would 
render himself liable to a libel action, and would undoubtedly be 
ruined,” and he recommended that the teaching of such matters 
should be given by the zon-medical people, (you and I). 


And what have we to teach young women, the prospective wives 
and mothers? We have to teach them the grave danger they run 
when they marry PERSONALLY, and to what undeserved misery a 
mother, diseased by her husband, condemns her child! 


Mr. D’Arcy Power, surgeon of St. Bartholomew’s Hospital, 
before the Royal Commission, averred that syphilis predisposes 
the sufferer to cancer and tuberculosis. Dr. Sequiera said, that in 
nearly every case of cancer of the tongue that he had ever seen, 
_ he had found a history of syphilis earlier in life. “The mental specialist 
to the Irish Command in 1919, said that syphilis was an essential © 
factor in general paralysis, and Dr. Ross said that of the large numbers 
of young men suffering from paralysis, many of them had a recent 


history of syphilis. 


Dr. Love, before the Royal Commission, said that quite 25 per 
cent. of congenital deafness was due to ae which in this form 
could hardly ever be cured. 


Drs. Fournier and Douty both consider that syphilis pre- 
disposes to tuberculosis, Douty declaring that quite 30 per cent. of 
tubercular men are old syphilitics! 


‘The Report on Venereal Disease in 1913 says that blind and deaf 
asylums are filled with the victims of syphilis. Stricture, epilepsy, 
and idiocy are well-known results! Syphilis is also a predisposing 
cause of phthisis! “he report pointed out that the greater number 
of women are infected innocently, and Dr. Sequiera said that many 
people he treated in hospital had actually contracted it through the 
mouth, by kissing, and he described a case, reported recently, in which, - 
at an evening party, ome man infected nearly every girl present! 
Yes! it is no uncommon thing, and that is the principal reason why 
the medical profession warn people so much against kissing, and 
doubtless also, the reason for the now almost universal custom of 
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men being clean-shaven, the moustache being a terrible germ- 
carrier from the infected teeth and gums, to innocent people. 


And remember! people are not allowed to be warned by those who 


know where danger lurks, the doctors! | 


A noted man thought it was absolutely right that a man’s family 
should be prevented from knowing that: the husband and father 
was a source of grave danger to them all. He considered that if the 
disease from which the man died were made known, it would be a 
gross betrayal of the. man’s confidences! 


He said: ‘“‘ Most people would agree with the doctor, who, in 
answer to an inquiry as to the death, which he had certified as due to 
cerebral tumour, had replied that the disease was ‘ gumma.’ ” 


So, you see, no member of such a man’s family ever knows that 
_he is a syphilitic subject, and are in shameful ignorance that the 
cause of the wife’s invalidism, and the ailing and deformed family, 
is that very father they have so looked up to, and fondled, and who 
has been sympathised with again and again upon his misfortune in 
having such a “delicate”? wife, who is invariably considered the 
cause of his cankered family. 


And yet our anti-feminists tell us that “* Marriage and motherhood 
is the best job for women.” : 


We women will each decide whar is the best job for us! If the 
women of the “‘ League of Womanhood ” feel no repulsion in exposing 
themselves to the wholesale risk of infection, and the responsibility of 
bringing cankered children into the world, by all means let them do 
so! Since the war, we have been dosed ad nauseam by public speakers, 
writers and the Press, with lamentations that so many women are 
doomed to a solitary, zzcomplete life, bereft of their “ natural 
protector,” and with no hope of a home of their own! (I have a 
very nice home of my own, and have no vestige of a “ natural 
protector ” on the premises!) 


But we have had so much of this wailing over the “ desolate 
spinster ”’ that surely it is a most fortunate thing for anti-feminists 
that an ever-growing army of thoughtful women do not “let con- 
cealment like a worm i’ the bud feed on their damask cheeks.” 
They do not “ sit like patience on a monument,” but they absolutely 
smile at their grief, set about earning their own living, and make 
a free gift of these much-coveted husbands to their anti-feminist 
sisters, 


But, sad to relate! these very anti-feminist men write, that it is 


just those “ normal,” “average,” “ womanly” women, “born for 


aI 


“marriage and maternity’ ’ (these are all quotations !) for whom they 
have no use whatever as wives and mothers, to ‘‘ produce heroes ”’ as 
they say. It is only those who dislike marriage, and have to be forced 
into it, who can do this! Really! it is very ungrateful to these poor 
anti-feminist women, whodo all they can to please men, and somehow 
don’t seem able to succeed, whatever they do! ‘They have my sym- 
pathy! but I believe we shall make feminists of them yet, just as we 
produced enthusiastic voters and an. Under-Secretary for Education 
out of anti-suffragists! because it is only by becoming feminists, 
that they ' will be able to persuade anti-feminist-men that they really 
are NOT “normal, average women,” but are of a type worthy to be 
chosen as wives, and consequently fit to become the mothers of 
“heroes, geniuses and saints.” And at the same time, not being 
inherently “ vinegary spinsters,” they will by no means need coercion 
or compulsion to urge them to enter what this man-headed “‘ League 
of Womanhood” considers the ‘‘ BEST JOB A WOMAN CAN HAVE.” 
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